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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/09/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

At pages 8-10, regarding claim 1 , Applicants argue one of the cited references 
teach or suggest the following limitations: "ensuring compatibility of said first table 
version number conveyed in said first and second tables in response to said detected 
mismatch using a forced compatible version number; and decoding packetized program 
information using program specific information including said first and second tables, at 
least one of said first and second tables including said forced compatible version 
number, to provide a video program for display, wherein said step of ensuring 
compatibility of said first table version number conveyed in said first and second tables 
includes at least one of the steps of, substituting a version number for said first table 
version number conveyed in at least one of (a) said first table, and (b) said second 
table, to ensure compatibility; and reverting to a previous version of at least one of (a) 
said first table, and (b) said second table, to ensure version number compatibility." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In column 4, lines 10-18, 
Kondo et al. disclose detecting a mismatch between version numbers of first table 
(stored in memory) and second table (or first table conveyed in a second table), which is 
currently in broadcast. The version numbers of the tables currently in broadcast is 
incremented whenever there is an update (column 10, lines 5-8). These updates will be 
indicated in the MGT (Table 1). Whenever a mismatch between two version numbers 
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occurred, the first table in memory is updated with the updated one, which includes a 
new version number. This version number is a forced compatible version number. It 
indicates the compatibility and is forced upon the old version number because the first 
table after updated or reloaded or substituted carries this new number instead of the old 
one while the second table (or first table conveyed In a second table) in the 
broadcasting side keeps updated and their version numbers keeps Incremented etc. 
The update of the new version number in the first table as described in Kondo et al. 
above thus, is also a substitution of the first table with a new version number because it 
gets reloaded. Thus Kondo et al. also disclose, "wherein said step of ensuring 
compatibility of said first table version number conveyed in said first and second tables 
includes at least one of the steps of: substituting a version number for said first table 
version number conveyed in at least one of (a) said first table, and (b) said second 
table, to ensure compatibility; and reverting to a previous version of at least one of (a) 
said first table, and (b) said second table, to ensure version number compatibility." 
Furthermore, after the first table is reloaded, the program information is decoded 
(column 4, lines 25-33; column 2, lines 41-44) accordingly with the new version of the 
first table. Thus, Kondo et al. also disclose, "decoding packetized program information 
using program specific information including said first and second tables, at least one of 
said first and second tables including said forced compatible version number, to provide 
a video program for display." 

Regarding claim 9, at pages 9-10, Applicants argue that none of the cited 
references teach or suggest the following limitations: "detecting a mismatch between a 
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version number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding 
version number of said first table conveyed in a second table; decoding packetized 
program information by, disregarding said first table version number conveyed in said 
first and second tables in response to said detected mismatch and by applying program 
specific information including information in said first table." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Besides what described 
above, including the step of "detecting a mismatch between a version number of a first 
table of said program specific information and a corresponding version number of said 
first table conveyed in a second table", Kondo et al. also disclose "decoding packetized 
program information" (column 4, lines 25-33; column 2, lines 41-44) by disregarding the 
table, including its old version number, that is currently stored in memory, loading or 
replacing a new one with its new version number (column 10, lines 8-12; column 11, 
lines 2-10), then using specific information including information in this newly updated 
first table to decode the program data. At page 10, the Applicants argue that, "Kondo 
discloses obtaining a currently broadcast version of a (already received) table having a 
mismatched version number, in order to apply the data corresponding to the currently 
broadcast version of the table and not the data corresponding to the already received 
table having the mismatched version." However, according to what Kondo discloses 
above, after updated, the first table is still the first table, but with updated information. 
And its data can be used after it is replaced with new sets of data, including a new 
version number. In other words, at the time the data is applied, the table is already 
received. 
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At pages 9-1 1 , regarding claim 1 3, Applicants argue none of the cited references 
teach or suggest the following limitations: "detecting a mismatch between a version 
number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding version 
number of said first table conveyed in a second table; re-acquiring a first table of said 
program specific information in response to said detected mismatch; examining said re- 
acquired first table and said second table for a mismatch of said first table version 
number; and Inhibiting decoding packetlzed program information in response to said 
detected mismatch between said re-acquired first table and said second table." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. As described above, Kondo 
clearly discloses the step of "detecting a mismatch between a version number of a first 
table of said program specific information and a corresponding version number of said 
first table conveyed in a second table." Further, Kondo et al. also disclose the re- 
acquiring a first table of said program specific information in response to said detected 
mismatch" step via performing an update, or reloading, or replacing the old table as 
described above. Finally, the step of "examining said re-acquired first table and said 
second table for a mismatch of said first table version number; and inhibiting decoding 
packetized program infomiation in response to said detected mismatch between said 
re-acquired first table and said second table," is also disclosed by Kondo et al. in 
column 10, lines 1-12 and in column 9, lines 25-35. Specifically, in column 10, lines 1- 
12, Kondo discloses the version numbers are checked continuously via the use of MGT 
table, which means even after updated, the tables are still being checked afterwards for 
any possible future updates. And if there is not, In column 9, lines 25-35, Kondo et al. 
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discloses the table is flagged valid, which implies, otherwise, it is flagged invalid and 
reloading of the table is again required so that during the reloading is not finished, the 
table cannot be used for decoding because it is invalid. After the reloading is finished, it 
is again flagged valid and used for decoding. This process as described in Kondo is 
repeated over the time. For that reason, Kondo clearly discloses the limitations of 
"detecting a mismatch between a version number of a first table of said program specific 
information and a corresponding version number of said first table conveyed in a 
second table; re-acquiring a first table of said program specific information in response 
to said detected mismatch; examining said re-acquired first table and said second table 
for a mismatch of said first table version number; and inhibiting decoding packetized 
program information in response to said detected mismatch between said re-acquired 
first table and said second table." 

At pages 11-13,, Applicants argue that none of the cited references teach or 
suggest the following limitations with regard to claim 17: "detecting a mismatch between 
a version number of a first program specific information table comprising a channel map 
associating a transmission channel carrier frequency with data identifiers used to 
capture data streams constituting a program conveyed on a broadcast channel and a 
corresponding version number of said first program specific information table conveyed 
in a second program specific information table; indicating in a database said 
transmission channel is associated with said detected mismatch between said first table 
and said second table; and inhibiting decoding packetized program information for said 
transmission channel associated with said detected mismatch in response to said 
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detected mismatch between said re-acquired first table and said second table," and the 
following limitations with regard to claim 19 "detecting a fault condition in program 
specific information comprising at least one of, (a) a version number incompatibility 
between a version number of a first table and a corresponding version number of said 
first table conveyed in a second table, and (b) a PSI error condition; indicating in a 
database said transmission channel is associated with said detected fault condition; and 
removing a channel associated with said fault condition from a User's viewable active 
channel line-up list." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In contrast, the combination of 
Kondo and Ozkan and/or Augenbraun does disclose those limitations. For the teachings 
of Ozkan and Augenbraun, see the details below. Here, the Examiner would like to 
address the points that make Applicants believe that Kondo fails to teach or disclose the 
limitations and results in Applicants' belief that the rejection is not appropriate. First, 
Applicants argue that Kondo does not suggest or even remotely mention a transmission 
channel. However, Kondo describes a system, and method for providing an electronic 
program guide for broadcasted digital television." So those described above, e.g., 
"reloading" or "sending" are conducted via a transmission channel. Kondo also explicitly 
mentions about "transmission channel" either analog or digital etc. in many places, e.g., 
in column 9, lines 1-6, 32-38 and in column 10, lines 21-62, etc. 

Further, Kondo also discloses, "indicating in a database the detected mismatch 
between said re-acquired first table and said second table" in column 9, lines 25-31. 
The database, which, by definition, is just a collection of data organized for rapid search 
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or retrieval, in this case, is the collection of data that constitute the tables stored in 
memory. In column 9, lines 25-31 , Kondo discloses that, if the version number has not 
changed, the information table for that table currently in memory is flagged valid. This 
implies, otherwise, it is flagged invalid, and its data is inhibited to be used while its 
updated version is reloaded. 

For that reason, the combination of Kondo and Ozkan and/or Augenbraun 
discloses all the limitations of claim 17 and 19 as described in details below. 

In conclusion, the independent claims and their dependent claims are rejected as 
originally presented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described In (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the International application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 8-9, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kondo et al. (US Patent 6 J63,522). 

Regarding claim 1 , Kondo et al. disclose a method in a system for decoding 
packetized program information including ancillary program specific information 
comprising a plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (column 3, line 65 - 
column 4, line 3), said ancillary information being for use in acquiring and decoding 
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packetized program information to provide a video program for display (column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 3), comprising the steps of: detecting a mismatch betvi/een a version 
number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding version 
number of said first table conveyed in a second table (column 10, lines 1-12; column 4, 
lines 6-17); ensuring compatibility of said first table version number conveyed in said 
first and second tables in response to said detected mismatch using a forced 
compatible version number (column 8, lines 59-66; column 9, lines 6-9, 25-28; column 
1 1 , lines 2-50); and decoding packetized program information using program specific 
information including said first and second tables, at least one of said first and second 
tables including said forced compatible version number to provide a video program for 
display (column 4, lines 25-33; column 2, lines 41-44); wherein said step of ensuring 
compatibility of said first table version number conveyed in said first and second tables 
includes at least one of the steps of: substituting a version number for said first table 
version number conveyed in at least one of (a) said first table, and (b) said second 
table, to ensure compatibility; and reverting to a previous version of at least one of (a) 
said first table, and (b) said second table, to ensure version number compatibility 
(column 10, lines 6-8). 

Regarding claim 4, Kondo et al. also disclose said second table conveys a 
plurality of version numbers corresponding to version numbers conveyed in said 
plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (TABLE 1 in column 9), and said 
detecting step includes the step of comparing individual version numbers of said 
plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables against corresponding individual 
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version numbers conveyed in said second table (column 10, line 63 - column 1 1 , line 
53). 

Regarding claim 6, Kondo et al. also disclose said substituting step comprises 
overwriting said first table version number conveyed in at least one of (a) said first table, 
and (b) said second table, to ensure compatibility (column 10, lines 6-8). 

Regarding claim 8, Kondo et al. also disclose said step of ensuring compatibility 
of said first table version number conveyed in said first and second tables includes the 
step of initiating acquisition of at least one of (a) a new version of said first table, and (b) 
a new version of said second table, to ensure version number compatibility (column 1 1 , 
lines 2-10). 

Regarding claim 9, Kondo et al. disclose a method in a system for decoding 
packetized program information including ancillary program specific information 
comprising a plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (column 3, line 65 - 
column 4, line 3), said ancillary information being for use in acquiring and decoding 
packetized program information to provide a video program for display (column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 3), comprising the steps of: detecting a mismatch between a version 
number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding version 
number of said first table conveyed in a second table (column 10, lines 1-12; column 4, , 
lines 6-17); decoding packetized program information (column 4, lines 25-33; column 2, 
lines 41-44) by disregarding said first table version number conveyed in said first and 
second tables in response to said detected mismatch and by applying program specific 
information including information in said first table (column 1 1 , lines 2-10). 
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Claim 12 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 4 above with 
reference to claim 9 above. 

Regarding claim 13, Kondo et al. disclose a method in a system for decoding 
packetized program information including ancillary program specific information 
comprising a plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (column 3, line 65 - 
column 4, line 3), said ancillary information being for use in acquiring and decoding 
packetized program information to provide a video program for display (column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 3), comprising the steps of: detecting a mismatch between a version 
number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding version 
number of said first table conveyed in a second table (column 10, lines 1-12; column 4, 
lines 6-17); re-acquiring a first table of said program specific information in response to 
said detected mismatch (column 11, lines 19-23); examining said re-acquired first table 
and said second table for a mismatch of said first table version number (column 1 1 , 
lines 19-23); and inhibiting decoding packetized program information in response to said 
detected mismatch between said re-acquired first table and second table (column 9, 
lines 25-36). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skiW in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 2 and 14-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kondo et al. (US Patent 6,763,522) as applied to claims 1, 4, 6, 
8-9, and 12-13 above, and further in view of Ozkan et al. (WO 99/03268). 

iRegarding claim 2, Kondo et al. disclose second table contains information for 
acquiring program specific information conveyed in other tables including identifiers for 
identifying data packets comprising said first table (TABLE 1 in column 9). Kondo et al. 
also disclose first table comprises a channel map, which contains a list of all of the 
channels with their attributes (column 9, lines 1-6). However, Kondo et al. do not 
disclose the channel map to associate a transmission channel carrier frequency with 
data identifiers used to capture data streams constituting a program conveyed on a 
broadcast channel. 

Ozkan et al. disclose a channel map to associate a transmission channel carrier 
frequency with data identifiers used to capture data streams constituting a program 
conveyed on a broadcast channel (abstract). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the channel map taught by Ozkan et al. into the channel 
map taught by Kondo et al. because of simple implementation. 

Claim 14 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 2 above with 
reference to claim 13 above. 

Regarding claim 15, see the teachings of Kondo et al. and Ozkan et al. as 
discussed in claim 14 or claim 2 above. Under consideration of the proposed 
combination, Kondo et al. also disclose indicating in a database said transmission 
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channel is associated with said detected mismatch between said re-acquired first table 
and said second table (column 9, lines 25-31). 

Claim 16 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 2 above with 
reference to claim 13 above. 

Regarding claim 17, Kondo et al. disclose a method in a system for decoding 
packetized program information including ancillary program specific information 
comprising a plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (column 3, line 65 - 
column 4, line 3), said ancillary information being for use in acquiring and decoding 
packetized program information to provide a video program for display (column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 3), comprising the steps of: detecting a mismatch between a version 
number of a first table of said program specific information and a corresponding version 
number of said first table conveyed in a second table (column 10, lines 1-12; column 4, 
lines 6-17); indicating in a database the detected mismatch between said re-acquired 
first table and said second table (column 9, lines 25-31); inhibiting decoding packetized 
program information for a transmission channel associated with said detected mismatch 
in response to said detected mismatch between said re-acquired first table and second 
table (column 9, lines 25-36). Kondo et al. also disclose first table comprises a channel 
map, which contains a list of all of the channels with their attributes (column 9, lines 1-6) 

However, Kondo et al. do not disclose a channel map associating a transmission 
channel carrier frequency with data identifiers used to capture data streams constituting 
a program conveyed on a broadcast channel. 
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Ozkan et al. disclose a channel map to associate a transmission channel carrier 
frequency with data identifiers used to capture data streams constituting a program 
conveyed on a broadcast channel (abstract). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the channel map taught by Ozkan et al. into the channel 
map taught by Kondo et al. because of simple implementation. 

Claim 18 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 2 above with 
reference to claim 1 7 above. 

Claims 3, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kondo et al. (US Patent 6,763,522) as applied to claims 1, 4, 6, 
8-9, and 12-13 above, and further in view of Blatter et al. (US Patent 5,844,595). 

Regarding claim 3, see the teachings of Kondo et al. as discussed in claim 1 
above. However, Kondo et al. do not disclose examining said program specific 
information for error indications by examining at least one of (a) an MPEG transport 
error indicator, (b) an MPEG discontinuity indicator, (c) an MPEG continuity counter, 
and decoding said packetized program information in response to said examination 
determination of an error free condition. 

Blatter et al. disclose examining program specific information for error indications 
(abstract) by examining at least one of (a) an MPEG transport error indicator, (b) an 
MPEG discontinuity indicator, (c) an MPEG continuity counter (column 12, lines 16-22; 
column 15, lines 44-67), and decoding packetized program information in response to 
said examination determination of an error free condition (abstract). 
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One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the concept of examining the program specific 
information for errors and decoding the packetized program information in response to a 
determination of an error free condition taught by Blatter et al. into the method taught by 
Kondo et al. for ensuring data reliability. 

Regarding claim 10, see the teachings of Kondo et al. as discussed in claim 9 
above. However, Kondo et al. do not disclose examining said program specific 
information for an error condition and decoding said packetized program information in 
response to the absence of an error condition. 

Blatter et al. disclose examining said program specific information for an error 
condition (abstract) and decoding said packetized program information in response to 
the absence of an error condition (abstract). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the concept of examining the program specific 
information for error condition and decoding the packetized program information in 
response to the absence of an error condition taught by Blatter et al. into the method 
taught by Kondo et al. for ensuring data reliability. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , see the teachings of Kondo et al. and Blatter et al. as 
discussed in claim 10 above. Furthermore, Blatter et al. also disclose said error 
condition is indicated by at least one of (a) an MPEG transport error indicator, (b) an 
MPEG discontinuity indicator, (c) an MPEG continuity counter (column 12, lines 16-22; 
column 15, lines 44-67). 
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Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kondo et al. (US Patent 6,763,522) and Augenbraun et ai. (US Patent 5,617,565). 

Regarding claim 1 9, Kondo et al. disclose a method in a system for decoding 
packetized program information including ancillary program specific information 
comprising a plurality of hierarchically ordered information tables (column 3, line 65 - 
column 4, line 3), said ancillary information being for use in acquiring and decoding 
packetized program information to provide a video program for display (column 3, line 
65 - column 4, line 3), comprising the steps of: detecting a fault condition in program 
specific information comprising at least one of (a) a version number incompatibility 
between a version number of a first table and a corresponding version number of said 
first table conveyed in a second table, and (b) a PS! error condition (column 10, lines 1- 
12; column 4, lines 6-17); indicating in a database said transmission channel is 
associated with said detected fault condition (column 9, lines 25-31 ). Also, Kondo et al. 
also disclose the information associated with the fault detection is flagged invalid and 
not displayed (column 9, lines 25-31). However, Kondo et al. do not disclose removing a 
channel associated with said fault condition from a User's viewable active channel line- 
up list. 

Augenbraun et al. disclose removing a channel from a User's viewable active 
channel line-up list. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the step of removing a channel from the line-up list taught 
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by Augenbraun et al. into the method taught by Kondo et al. because such doing would 
make the method user-friendlier. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kondo et al. (US Patent 6,763,522) and Augenbraun et al. (US Patent 5,617,565) as 
applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Blatter et al. (US Patent 
5,844,595). 

Regarding claim 20, see the teachings of Kondo et al. and Augenbraun et al. as 
discussed in claim 19 above. However, the proposed combination of Kondo et al. and 
Augenbraun et al. does not disclose detecting a RSI error condition comprising at least 
one of (a) an MPEG transport error, (b) an MPEG discontinuity error, (c) an MPEG 
continuity count error, and (d) an error indicated by a variance between successive time 
stamps. 

Blatter et al. disclose detecting a PSI error condition (abstract) comprising at 
least one of (a) an MPEG transport error, (b) an MPEG discontinuity error, (c) an MPEG 
continuity count error, and (d) an error indicated by a variance between successive time 
stamps (column 12, lines 16-22; column 15, lines 44-67). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the step of detecting PSI error condition taught by Blatter 
et al. into the method taught by Kondo et al. and Augenbraun et al. for data reliability. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kondo et al. (US Patent 6,763,522) and Augenbraun et al. (US Patent 5,617,565) as 
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applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Fujimori et al. (US Patent 
6,445,923). 

Regarding claim 21 , see the teachings of Kondo et al. and Augenbraun et al. as 
discussed in claim 19 above. However, the proposed combination of Kondo et al. and 
Augenbraun et al. does not disclose indicating a channel as being associated with a 
fault condition in a user's viewable channel line-up list. 

Fujimori et al. disclose indicating a channel as being associated with a fault 
condition in a user's viewable display (column 2, lines 1-8). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the step of indicating a channel as being associated with 
a fault condition in a user's viewable display taught by Fujimori et al. into the method 
taught by Kondo et al. and Augenbraun et al. because doing such would make the 
method user-friendlier. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
IVIONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,797 



Page 19 



Art Unit: 2621 

the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hung Q. Dang whose telephone number Is 571-270- 
1116. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th:7:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thai Tran can be reached on 571-272-7382. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Hung Dang 
Patent Examiner 




